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This is a decision on the petition under 37 CFR 1.137(b)\ filed on 8 November, 
1999, to revive the above-identified application. 

The petition is GRANTED . 

The application became abandoned on 24 June, 1998, for failure to timely submit 
an executed oath or declaration as required by the Notice To File Missing Parts of 
Application (Notice) mailed on 23 April, 1998. The Notice set a two (2) month 
shortened statutory period for reply. No extensions of the time for reply in 
accordance with 37 CFR 1.136(a) were obtained. Notice of Abandonment was 
mailed on 26 March, 1999. 



Effective December 1 , 1 997, the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 37(b) now provide that where the delay in reply was 
unintentional, a petition may be filed to revive an abandoned application or a lapsed patent pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 37(b). A 
qrantable petition filed under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.137(b) must be accompanied by: 

(1) the required reply, unless previously filed. In a nonprovisional application abandoned for failure to prosecute, the 
required reply may be met by the filing of a continuing application. In an application or patent, abandoned or lapsed for failure to pay 
the Issue fee or any portion thereof, the required reply must be the payment of the issue fee or any outstanding balance thereof. 

(2) the petition fee as set forth in 37 CFR 1.1 7(m); 

(3) a statement that the entire delay in filing the required reply from the due date for the reply until the filing of a grantable 
petition pursuant to 37 CFR 1.137(b) was unintentional. The Commissioner may required additional information where there is a 
question whether the delay was unintentional; and 



(4) any terminal disclaimer (and fee as set forth in 37 CFR 120(d)) required pursuant to 37 CFR 1.137(c)). 
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The statement of unintentional delay was not signed by a person who would have 
been in a position of knowing that the delay in filing a tinnely response was 
unintentional. Nevertheless, in accordance with 37 CFR 10.18, the statement is 
accepted as constituting a certification of unintentional delay. However, in the 
event that petitioner has no knowledge that the delay was in fact unintentional, 
petitioner should make a reasonable inquiry to ascertain that, in fact, the delay was 
unintentional. If petitioner discovers that the delay was intentional, petitioner must 
so notify the Office. 

This application file will be forwarded to Office of Initial Patent Examination for 
further processing. 

Telephone inquiries concerning this matter may be directed to Petitions Attorney 
Douglas I. Wood at (703) 308-6918. 
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